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NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS 
RESEARCH MEMORANDUM 
THE LOW-SPEED LIFT AND PITCHING-MOMENT 
CHARACTERISTICS OF A 450 SWEPTBACK WING OF ASPECT RATIO 8 
WITH AND WITHOUT HIGH- LIFT AND STALL- CONTROL DEVICES AS 
DETERMINED FROM PRESSURE DISTRIBUTIONS AT 
A REYNOLDS NUMBER OF 4.0 x 106 
By Thomas V. Bollech and William M. Hadaway 
SUMMARY 
. The manner in which the lift and pitching-moment characteristics of 
a 450 sweptback wing are influenced by high-lift and stall - control devices 
was determined from detailed pressure-distribution measurements. The 
wing had an aspect ratio of 8, a taper ratio of 0.45, and incorporated 
NACA 631A012 airfOil sections . It was equipped with extended and split 
trailing- edge flaps, extensible leading-edge flaps, and upper - surface 
fences. The investigation was conducted in the Langley 19-foot pressure 
tunnel at a Reynolds number of 4.0 X 106 and a Mach number of 0.19 . 
Although it was not positively established, the results indicate that 
the instability of the basic wing, which began to occur at a lift coef-
ficient of approximately 0.25, was due to flow separation which origi-
nated over the outer 4 percent of the wing semispan . 
The stability of the wing in the upper portion of the lift-coefficient 
range was improved through the use of upper - surface fences or leading-
edge flaps . 
The increased lift effectiveness of the extended trailing-edge flaps 
was due to the increased chord of the sections spanned by the flaps rather 
than to an increase in the individual pressures acting on sections. 
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INTRODUCTION 
As a result of considerable research effort, the low- speed stability 
and l i ft characteristics of swept wi ngs have been improved through the 
use of lea ding- and trailing- edge flaps and upper - surface fences. Although 
considerable force test data are ava ilable which show the over -all effects 
of varying spans of leading- and trailing-edge flaps and various types 
of upper - surface fences on the low- spee d characteristics of swept wings, 
only a limited amount of pressure --di stribution data are available to show 
the effects of the various devices on the chordwise and spanwise load 
di stributions . 
A pressure - distribution investigation, therefore, was carried out 
i n the Langley 19 - foot pressure tunnel on a 45 0 sweptback wing of aspect 
ratio 8 with and without high- lift and stall - control devices to aid in 
the further study of the effects of these de vices on the lift and pitching-
moment characteristics of swept wi ngs . The high- lift and stall - control 
devices consisted of split and extended trailing- edge flaps) round- nose 
extensible leading-edge flaps, and upper - surface fences . 
The i nvestigation was carried out through an angle -of - attack range 
from _40 through the stall at a Reynolds number of 4.0 X 106 and a Mach 
number of 0 .19 . 
An analysis of the longi tudinal characteristics of the subject wing 
as determined from force data of the wing \.[i th and without high-lift and 
stall - control devi ces has been presented in reference 1 . The present 
paper concerning the l ongitudinal characteristics of the subject wing 
employs the results of the pressure di stribution tests as an aid in ana-
lyzi ng the flow characteristics of the wing that produced the force - data 
trends obtained . 
SYMBOLS 
The data are referred to the wind axes with the origin of these axes 
located at the projection of the quarter-chord point of the mean aerody-
namic chord on the plane of symmetry and have been re duced to nondimen-
sional coefficients which are define d as follows: 
lift coefficient, ~ or J:l c I ~ d b/2 
section lift coeffiCient, 
cos a 101 (PI - Pu)d ~ -
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c1llc '/4 
dCm 
da 
L 
M 
S 
c' 
-
c 
c 
b 
q 
v 
p 
p 
pitching-moment coefficient, ~ 
qSc ' 
s ection pitching-moment coefficient, 
section pitching-moment coefficient 
chord, t ~l - Pu)(O. 25 -
about the local quarter 
- Pr) ~ d Z c c 
rate of change of lift coeffi cient with angl e of att a ck 
rate of change of pitching moment with angle of attack 
angle of attack 
lift 
pitching moment about O.25c' 
wing area 
mean aerodynamic chord , 
mean geometric chord, S 
b 
local wing chord parallel to the plane of symmetry 
wing span 
dynamic pressure, pV2/ 2 
free-stream velocity 
density of air 
pressure coefficient, p - Po q 
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x 
xc/4 
y 
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-
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Subscri pts : 
u 
f 
r 
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free - stream static pressure 
local static pressure 
longitudinal distance from local leading edge measured 
along chord plane and parallel to plane of symmetry 
(rearward positive) 
longitudinal distance from quarter chord of c' to local 
quarter chord (rearward positive) 
lateral distance from plane of symmetry measured perpen-
dicular to plane of symmetry 
vertical distance from chord plane measured perpendicular 
to chord plane (upward positive) 
longitudinal distance from quarter chord of c' to centroid 
of normal force (chordwise center of pressure, rearward 
positive) 
upper surface 
lower surface 
forward of maximum thickness 
rearward of maximum thickness 
MODEL 
A layout of the model used in the investigation is presented as 
figure 1 . The wing incorporated 450 of svleepback of the quarter - chord 
line, an aspect ratio of 8 . 02, a taper ratio of 0.45, and NACA 631A012 
a irfoil sections parallel to the plane of symmetry. The wing was con -
structed of a steel core with a surface of bismuth and t in alloy. The 
wing tips were parabolic i n plan form and cross section and extended over 
the outer 2 .5 percent of the wing semispan. The wing had no geometric 
dihedral or twist. The wing was fitted with 203 pressure orifices which 
were distributed among seven spanwise stations, namely, 0 - , 0 .1-, 0 .3-, 
0 .55 - , 0 . 75 - , 0 . 90- , and 0 . 96 -percent of the semispan. The chordwise 
dis tribution of the orifices on the wing is shown in figure l (a). Tubes 
were connected to the orifices and brought out of the model from t he lower 
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surface of the right semispan through a pressure-tube transfer boom 
located approximately 20 percent of the semispan from the plane of sym-
metry (fig . 2). The tubes were then conducted to multitube manometers. 
The high-lift and stall - control devices (fig. l(b)) consisted of 
two types of split trailing-edge flaps, extensible round-nose leading-
edge flaps and upper-surface fences. 
The trailing-edge flaps were constructed of .l:.. - inch sheet steel 
16 
and had chords equal to 20 percent of the local wing chord parallel to 
the plane of symmetry in the undeflected position. The flaps were deflected 
500 measured from the ,{ing lower surface in the streamvrise direction 
which corresponds to 600 measured perpendicular to the hinge line. The 
flap mounting brackets were constructed so tha t the hinge line could be 
located at 80 percent and 100 percent of the local chord. Hereafter, 
the flaps with their hinge lines located at 80 and 100 percent of the 
chord will be referred to as split and extended trailing-edge flaps, 
respectively (fig . l(b)). 
The extensible round- nose leading- edge flaps were fabri cate d of 
wood and a sheet-steel leading edge which was contoured to the dimensions 
given in figure l(b). The flaps were deflected 300 from the wing-chord 
plane in the streamwise direction and had a constant chord of 2. 817 inches 
which corresponds to 16 and 27 percent of the streamwise local wing chord 
at 40 and 97 . 5 percent of the wing semispan, respectively. Pressure ori -
fices were installed in both trailing- and leading-edge flaps and were 
spaced spanwise to aline with the spanwise orifice stations on the bas i c 
wing. The chordwise distribution of the orifices installed on the flaps 
is shown in figure l(b) . 
The upper - surface fences are shown in figure l(b ) and correspond to 
the fence configuration referred to as .chord fences in reference 1. The 
fences extended from 5 percent of the chord on the upper surface to the 
trailing edge of the wing and had a height equivalent to approximately 
7 percent of the chord measured from the wing surface perpendicular to 
the wing- chord plane . The fences were constructed of l~-inch sheet 
steel and were located on the wing at 0 .58 and 0. 80 per cent of the wing 
semispan. 
TESTS 
The tests were conducted in the Langley 19- foot pressure tunnel with 
the model installed in the test section as shown in figure 2. The air 
in the tunnel was compressed to approximately 33 pounds per square inch, 
absolute . 
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The pressure-distri bution and force measurements were made t hrough 
an angl e - of-atta ck range from _40 through the stall at a Reynolds number 
of 4. 0 X 106 and a Mach number of 0 .19 . The pressures indicated on the 
manometers were photographically recorded during the pres sure - dist ribution 
t ests. The for ce tests, measured wi th the standar d six- component balance 
system, were made with the pressure - tube transfer boom removed. Results 
of a preliminary i nvesti gation i ndicate d that the addition or removal of 
the transfer boom from the wing did not alter the aerodynami c character-
istics of the wing . 
CORRECTI ONS TO DATA 
The data obtained from force tests and pressure - distribution meas -
urements have been corrected for air - stream misalinement (ref . 2 ). The 
f orce data also have been corrected for small support tare and interfer -
ence effects . Inasmuch as the spanwise location of the orifice sta t ions 
were judiciousl y selected to minimize or eliminate support interference, 
it can be assumed that the effects of tunnel supports on the chordwise 
pressure - distribution measurements are negligible. The angle of attack, 
drag ) and pitching-moment coefficients obtained from force me a surement s 
have been corrected for jet-boundary effects in accordance with 
reference 3 . 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Present ation of Data 
The lift and pitching-moment characteris t i cs as determined from 
force tests of the subject wing with and without high-lift and stall-
control devices are presented in figures 3 and 4 . The pitching-moment 
coeffi c i ents, lift coeffici ents) and center-of -pressure shifts for each 
chordwise wing section obtaine d in three - dimensional f low from pressure-
distri buti on measurements are presented in figures 5 to 10. I t should 
be noted that the values of section pitching moments have been weighted 
in accordance with their respective chord r a tio) c2/ cc' so that a more 
realisti c indication of the contr i bution of the various spanwise stations 
t o the over-all wing pitching moment can be more readily ascertained. 
The chordwise pressure distri butions for the various model confi g -
urati ons are presented i n f i gures 11 and 12 . Figures 1 3 to 15 present 
the effects of leading- edge flaps of various span on the wing pitching-
moment characteristics, chordwise pressure distri butions, and span loading. 
The va r i ati ons of the section lift coeffi cient s and chor dwise l oading 
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with angle of attack for wing stations 2y = 0) 0 .10) and 0.30 are shown 
b 
in figure 16 and figures 17 and 18 present the span-load distributions 
of the wing with and without high-lift and stall-control devices. A 
comparison of the chordwise pressure distributions obtained on the inboard 
sections of the wing equipped with 0 .45b/2 leading-edge flaps and 0.5b/2 
split or extended trailing- edge flaps is presented in figure 19. 
Effect of Leading-Edge Flaps and Fences on the 
Longitudinal Stability Characteristics 
Low- lift range eCL = 0 to O . ~ . _ An unstable trend occurs in the 
pitching-moment curve of the basic wing at a lift coefficient of approx-
imately 0 . 25 which was not eliminated by the addition of upper-surface 
fences or leading-edge flaps but was somewhat delayed by the addition 
of 0 .45b/2 leading-edge flaps (fig. 3) . Changes in slope of wing pitching-
moment curves are usually associated vIi th nonlinear lift changes and 
redistribution of lift. Figure 3 indicates that the wing dCLI~ began to 
decrease at approximately 0 . 35CL) but the change in slope is not as well -
defined as the change of dCm/dCL at approximately 0 . 25CL . An inspec-
tion of plain-wing sectioq-lift values (fig . 7) indicates that section-
lift-curve slopes are linear for all outboard sections to ~ ~ 5~o corre-
sponding to a CL of 0.35 . It is quite pOSSible, however, that small 
nonlinear lift changes outboard of station 0 .96b/2 operating at a great 
distance from the wing moment center) as is the case for the subject 
high-aspect-ratio wing) could produce the initial unstable trend in the 
wing pitching-moment curve at O.25CL. Another possibility might be that 
the chordwise center-of-pressure shifts along the span of the wing could 
produce the initial unstable pitching-moment trend without any nonlinear 
lift changes. This latter possibility apparently is not the case) how-
ever) since the variation of the chordwise centers of pressure (fig . 9) 
with lift coefficient is not of sufficient magnitude between a lift coef-
ficient of 0 .2 and 0 . 3 to account for the change in dCm/dCL . This con-
dition is further substantiated by the linear variation of the section 
pitching-moment coefficient with wing lift coefficient (fig . 5) inasmuch 
as linear variations of section lift were obtained (fig. 7). 
Although the pressure-distribution measurements are somewhat limited 
in the tip region by the number of pressure orifices that were installed 
at the wing tip) it would appear that the initial unstable trend in the 
pitching -moment curve of the basic wing is due to only very small changes 
in lift over the extreme part of the wing tips which have an influence 
RESTRICTED 
._1 
8 RESTRICTED NACA RM L52K26 
on t he pitching-moment characteristics due to the high sweepback and 
large aspect ratio of the wing. 
An esti mate was made of the lift coefficient and the spanwise position 
at which i nitial flow separation would occur on the subject wing by the 
method of reference 4 which utilizes two-dimensional section data and 
simple sweep theory . The two- dimensional data were obtained from ref -
erence 5 . The results of the calculati ons indicated that the initial 
flow separati on should occur at 75 percent of the semispan at a lift 
coefficient of 0 .55 . Pressure - distribut ion data, however, indicated that 
the initial flow separation occurred at the wing tip at a lift coeffic ient 
of 0.35 or below . The discrepancy between the calculated and the exper -
imental results is not unexpected, however, inasmuch as the method of 
reference 4 which utilizes t wo - dimensional data and simple sweep theory 
(ref . 6) apparently cannot adequately account for three-dimensional effects 
as, for example, the outward flow of boundary-layer air . 
Moderate lift range (CL = 0 · 30 to 0. 95) . - In the moderate lift range 
the instability of the basic wing became more severe and was accompanied 
by a significant decrease in lift- curve slope (fig. 3). Both of these 
effects resulted from outward drainage of the boundary-layer air which 
caused flow separation at the trailing edge of the outboard sections of 
the wing which spread progressively inboard and forward with lift coef -
fici ent (fig . 11 ) . 
The addition of upper - surface fences alle viated trailing-edge flow 
separation (figs. 7 and 11) and materially reduced the instability through 
the moderate lift range previously noted for t he basic wing (fig. 3). 
The fact that upper - surface fences resulted in a considerable delay in 
flow separation at the tip sections leads to the conclusion that, on the 
subject wing, the initial flow separati on can be considered premature and 
due to the adverse effects of boundary- layer outflow. 
Although 0 .45b/2 leading- edge flaps did not eliminate trailing-edge 
separati on over the outboard wing secti ons, they imparted camber to those 
sections and thereby increased and extended the section maximum lift 
coefficients to higher angles of attack (fig. 7(b)). A considerable quan-
tity of lift was carried over the forward part of the outboard sections 
above a .ring lift coefficient of approximately 0 . 7 (fig. 11); therefore) 
the pitching-moment contributi ons of the outboard sections were more 
favorable than those obtained for the basic wing (fig . 5). The fact that 
t railing- edge separation did occur over the outboard sections of the wing 
equipped with leading- e dge flaps was probably influential in causing 
leading- edge flaps to be less effective from the standpoint of stability 
than upper- surface fences in the moderate lift range from a lift coef -
ficient of 0 . 50 to 0 . 95 . Although the vortex that is generated at the 
inboard end of the leading- edge flaps is believed to offer some restraint 
RESTRICTED 
--------- ----
A 
NACA RM L52K26 RESTRICTED 9 
to the build-up of the boundary layer in the region of the wing tip) the 
distance from the inboard end of the 0.45b/2 leading-edge flap to the 
tip of the subject high-aspect-ratio wing is such as to allow a boundary-
layer growth sufficient to precipitate flow separation. It would appear 
that more favorable stability characteristics could be obtained in the 
moderate lift range by combining the fences) which offer more of a 
restraint to the outflow of boundary-layer air) with leading-edge flaps 
which impart the benefits of camber to the outboard sections. Although 
no pressure-distribution measurements were made on the wing equipped 
with both leading-edge flaps and upper - surface fences) force data pre-
sented in reference 1 are available which indicate the favorable effects 
of upper-surface fences in linearizing the pitching-moment curve when 
used in conjunction with leading-edge flaps. Comparison of the pressure-
distribution diagrams of the outboard sections of corresponding leading-
and trailing-edge flap configuration with and without upper-surface fences 
(fig. 12) indicates that considerable gains in lift can be realized in 
the upper portion of the moderate lift range (which for the configuration 
with trailing-edge flaps deflected is from CL = 0.7 to 1.2) when upper-
surface fences are used in conjunction with leading-edge flaps. These 
gains in lift are more easily seen in figure 8 and the effects of these 
gains in lift on the over-all pitching moment are shown in figure 4 where 
a more nearly linear pitching-moment curve was obtained when fences were 
used in conjunction with leading-edge flaps than when leading-edge flaps 
were used alone. 
High lift range eCL = 0. 95 through CLma~ .- Examination of the chord-
wise pressure diagrams of the basic wing (fig. 11) indicates that ) from 
a lift coefficient of 0. 95 (~ = 18 .00 ) (see fig. 3) through maximum lift) 
flow separation which originated in the tip region continued to progress 
inboard so that at a lift coefficient of 1. 0 (~ = 20.00 ) flow separation 
has spread inboard of the wing moment center (~ = 0.43); this effect 
resulted in an over-all pitching-moment curve which became progressively 
more unstable with lift coefficient up to a lift coefficient of 1.0. 
Beyond a lift coefficient of 1.0 (~ = 260 to 320) ) the section lift curves 
indicate that the effectiveness of the tip sections increases al ong with 
a rearward movement of the chordwise centers of pressure for all sections 
(figs. 7 and 9). Thus) the combined effects of flow separation over the 
inboard part of the wing panel along with the increased lift effectiveness 
of the inboard sections and the accompanying rearward movement of the 
chordwise centers of pressure of both inboard and outboard sections 
resulted in a stable break in the over-all pitching -moment curve. 
With upper fences installed) flow separation was delayed over the 
outboard portion of the wing until a lift coefficient of approximately 0. 95 
was attained (figs. 3 and 11). At an angle of attack of 20. 60 (fig. ll(e))) 
which corresponds to a lift coefficient of approximately 1.0, flow 
RESTRICTED 
10 
separation engulfed stations 
RESTRICTED 
£l = 0 . 55 and 0 . 96 . 
b 
NACA RM L52K26 
As the angle of attack 
was increased further) flow sep~ration spread ove r the entire outboard 
portion of the wing (fig. ll(f)) . These results suggest that the local-
ized regions of flow separation which occurred inboard of each upper-
surface fence) and the effects of sweep on the induced-angle distribution 
along the wing span caused the s ections of the outboard por tion of the 
wing panel to attain values of maximum l i ft bef ore those s ections of the 
wing located inboa r d of the wing moment center . Consequently) an initial 
loss in lift occurred over the outboar d wing s ections and their negative 
pitching-moment contr ibutions suddenly become more positive (fig . 5 ) 
resulting in a r ather abrupt unstable break in t he wing p itching -moment 
curve. 
With leading-edge flaps deflected , t he chordwise pressur e-distr i bution 
dia grams indicate that , in the lift-coef f i c ient range f rom 1.10 to 1.15 
which cor r e sponde d to an angle - of-attack r ange f r om 190 t o 220 (fi g . ll (e )) ) 
considerable trailing- edge separation existed ove r t he outboard pane l of 
the wing . This s epar ation is also reflec ted in t he s ection lift curves 
by a decrease in lift- curve s lope (fi g . 7). In t he lift-coefficient 
r ange beyond 1 .15) stations ~ = 0 . 30) 0.55) and 0.96 show a marked 
decrease in lift . The extent of the inboard f l ow separation is more 
readily seen upon examination of the section lift curves where flow sep -
aration is indicated as far inboard as station ;; = 0 .10 between angles 
of attack of 25 0 and 290 . Although the l eading- edge pressures of the 
flap generally decreased in the lift-coefficient range beyond 1.15 
(fig . ll(f))) a complete breakdown in flow, as occurred on the basic wing 
with and without fences, did not occur over the outboard portion of the 
wing in the range of angles of attack investiga t ed. The unstable trend 
in the pitching-moment curve in the lift - coefficient range from 1.10 
t o 1 .15 would at first appear to result from the influence of trailing-
e dge s eparation on the outboard sections of the wing panel. The pitching-
moment parameters) however) indicate that the unstable trend appears to 
r esult from tip effects at the outboard end of the leading- edge flap 
which induce flow separation (fig . 5). This r esult is substantiated by 
the section lift curves (fig . 7) which show a l oss in lif t effectiveness 
a t station ;; = 0 . 96 at an angle of atta ck of 19 0 which corresponds t o 
the lift coefficient which marks the beginning of the unstable pitching-
moment trend . In the lift -coefficient range beyond 1.15 ) the influence 
of flow separation inboard of the leading- e dge flap has decr eased the 
positive pitching-moment contributions of the inboard portion of the 
wing sufficiently to offset the effects of flow separation elsewhere on 
the wing panel so that a stable break in the over-all pitching-moment 
curve occurred . 
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Effect of Leading-Edge - Flap Span 
The effect of a leading- edge flap of various spans on the pitching-
moment characteristics of the subject wing are shown in figure 13. It 
can be s een that flaps produced unfavorable stability charac~eristics in 
the lower and upper portion of the moderate lift - coefficient range) 
respecti vely . The reasons) however, for the occurrence of the unfavor -
able stab i lity characteristi cs are different in each case. 
Flow considerations indicate that the vortex, which is generated 
at the i nboard end of the leading- edge flap, offers some restraint to 
the outward drainage of the boundary- layer air and thereby dictates the 
length of the boundary- layer run over the outboard portion of the wing 
panel . In the case of a flap span greater than 45 percent of the sem-
ispan ) therefore, the extent of the boundary- layer build-up and the sub -
sequent flow separation over the outboard portion of the wing increased 
with flap span (fig . 14) . Inasmuch as this flow separation) which is 
due to the accumulation of boundary- layer air over the trailing edge of 
the outboard portion of the wing) occurs for the wing with leading-edge 
flaps at moderate angles of attack) approximately 80 to 120 ) it appears 
reasonable that the unfavorable stability characteristics which were 
obtained on the subject wing equipped with a 0 .50b/2 span leading-edge 
flap in the moderate angle - of-attack range resulted from increased 
trailing- edge flow separati on over the outboard portion of the wing as 
compared to 0 .40b/2 leading- edge flaps . Based upon the knowledge of 
the i nboard progression of flow separation with angle of attack, indica-
tions are that) as the leading- edge flap span is increased) the angle -
of-attack range over which the stability characteristics would be influenced 
unfavorably would also increase . The shape of the pitching-moment curve 
for a full - span leading-edge flap confi guration thus would be expected 
to approa ch that obtained for the basic wing (ref . 7). 
For flap spans less than 45 percent of the wing semispan, the length 
of the boundary-layer run is decreased and therefore the extent of 
trailing-edge flow s eparation that occurs over the outboard sections at 
moderate angles of attack is also decreased (fig. 14). Consequently, 
an improvement in the stability of the subject wing would be expected in 
the lower portion of the angle - of-attack range in the vicinity of 80 . 
As the flap span is decreased to less than 45 percent of the semi span , 
hovrever, flow separation which occurs at the inboard end of the leading-
edge flap moved outboard of the wing moment center (fig. 15) so that 
poor stability characteristics were obtained in the angle-of-attack r ange 
at which this flow separation becomes predominant and which for the sub -
ject wing was approximately an angle of attack of 200 to 22°. 
The optimum leading- edge flap span from stability considerations for 
the subject wing) therefore) is one which would allow the minimum degree 
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of trailing- edge separation to occur and yet position the flow separation 
that originates at the inboard end of the flap to occur inboard of the 
wing moment center. 
Effect of Trailing-Edge Flaps 
The most significant effect of variations in the span and type of 
trailing-edge flaps on the pitching-moment characteristics were changes 
in trim, since, within the range of trailing-edge flaps spans investigated 
(O . 35b/2 to O.6b/2, ref. 1), the pitching-moment characteristics were 
unsatisfactory in that the pitching-moment curves became unstable just 
below maximum lift. It is difficult therefore to evaluate the effect 
of varying span and type of trailing- edge flaps on the stability of the 
subject Wing . It should be pointed out that these results should not 
be construed to be characteristic of other swept wings since the data 
of reference 8 indicate that the stability of a 47.70 sweptback wing of 
aspect ratio 5 .1, which was equipped with a O. 45b/2 span leading-edge 
flap, was affected adversely by increasing the trailing- edge flap span 
beyond 55 percent of the semispan . The pitching-moment curves for the 
wing equipped with leading-edge flaps and with and without trailing-edge 
flaps (figs . 3 and 4) indicate that the addition of either O.5b/2 span 
split or extended trailing- edge flap resulted in a positive trim change 
with the largest trim change occurring for the split flap configuration. 
At a given wing lift coeffici ent the pitching-moment parameters Cm~'/4 c2 ~ ec' 
of the outboard sections were more negative with trailing- edge flaps 
neutral than with trailing-edge flaps deflected, whereas the pitching-
moment parameters of the inboard sections were essentially the same or 
slightly more negative with flaps deflected (figs . 5 and 6) . The addition 
of O.5b/2 trailing-edge flaps produced a large rearward movement in the 
chordwise centers of pressure for the inboard located sections with the 
largest rearward movement being obtained for the extended flap configura-
tion (figs . 9 and 19) . The addition of trailing-edge flaps had no signifi-
cant effect on the location of the chordwise center of pressure of the 
outboard located sections . The greatest increment in section lift over 
the inboard portion of the wing panel was obtained with extended trailing-
edge flaps (figs . 7 and 8) . The rearward movement of the centers of 
pressure that was obtained for both trailing-edge flap configurations 
was apparently of sufficient magnitude to offset the increases in section 
lift so that the addition of O.5b/2 trailing-edge flaps had no or in the 
case of O. 5b/2 extended trailing-edge flaps slightly reduced the pitching-
c2 moment parameters cmc'/4 =-r of the inboard sections . As a result of the 
cc 
increase in section lift that occurred over the inboard part of the wing 
when trailing-edge flaps were deflected, the lift contributions of the 
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sections located outboard of the trailing-edge flaps would be less for 
a given wing lift coefficient when the trailing-edge flaps were deflected 
than when they were retracted (fig. 18). Since trailing-edge flaps did 
not influence the location of the chordwise centers of pressure, the 
c2 . pitching-moment parameters CmcI/4 ec
' 
of the outboard located sections 
would be less negative at a given wing lift coefficient with flaps deflected 
than when they were retracted. Consequently, as a result of the bal-
ancing of the inboard and outboard section pitching-moment contributions, 
a positive trim change was obtained when trailing-edge flaps were deflected. 
The fact that extended trailing- edge flaps produced the greater increment 
in section lift over the inboard located sections resulted in further 
reductions in the section lift requirements o~ the outboard sections for 
a given wing lift coefficient (fig . 18 ). Although a positive trim change 
would be expected for the extended flap configuration which would exceed 
that which was obtained for the split flap configuration as a result of 
increased lift over the inboard sections, a rearward movement of the 
chordwise centers of pressure were also obtained with extended trailing-
edge flaps which were sufficiently large to reduce the positive pitching-
moment contributions of the inboard sections and thus offset the effect 
of the reductions in lift over the outboard located sections. Conse-
quently, a less positive trim change was obtained for the extended flap 
configuration than for the split-flap configuration. 
In light of the foregoing discussion it is reasonable to expect for 
the range of flap spans investigated that smaller positive trim changes 
would be obtained as the span of the trailing-edge flaps extended over a 
greater part of the wing span inasmuch as trailing-edge flaps produce a 
large rearward movement of the ~enter of pressure over those sections 
affected by the flap. The pitching-moment contributions of the sections 
located inboard of the wing moment center therefore would remain essen-
tially the same as those of the basic configuration whereas the pitching-
moment contributions of sections located outboard of the wing moment 
center would become progressively more negative with increase in flap 
span. 
Lift Characteristics 
It is evident from an inspection of the lift characteristics pre-
sented in figure 3 that the addition of stall-control devices increased 
the lift - curve slope of the basic wing beyond a lift coefficient of 
about 0 . 35, as well as the maximum lift coefficient. Increments in max -
imum l i ft coefficient of 0 . 05 and 0.22 were obtained with upper-surface 
fences and leading-edge flaps, respectively. As brought out in the dis -
cussion of the longitudinal stability characteristics, the more favorable 
lift characteristics that were obtained when stall-control devices were 
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installed on the wing resulted primarily from improved flow conditions 
over the outboard located sections when upper-surface fences were employed 
and the induced camber imparted to the outboard sections when leading-
edge flaps were deflected . It can be seen from figure 8 that in the 
moderate and high lift-coefficient range most of the lift on the outboard 
portion of the wing is carried by the forward portion of the wing chord 
including the leading- edge flaps as the result of the effecti ve induced 
camber . From the chordwise distributions of those sections equipped with 
the leading- edge flap (fi gs . 11 and 12) it can be seen that essentially 
two negati ve pressure peaks are obtained on the sections spanned by the 
leading- edge flaps, one at the l eading edge of the flap and the other at 
the juncture of the leading- edge flap and the wing . This same type of 
chordwise distribution was obtained in two-dimensional tests for a section 
having a droop nose flap (ref. 9) . The author of reference 9 attributes 
the occurrence of two negative pressure peaks to laminar separation at 
the leading edge of the flap and subsequent reattachment . It appears 
reasonable, however, that two negati ve pressure peaks could also occur 
without separation from the variation in the rates of curvature on the 
upper surface of the airfoil with leading-edge flap deflected. 
It is interesting to note from an inspection of the section lift 
curves (fig . 7) of the basic vring that, although the outward drainage of 
the boundary- layer air was detrimental to the outboard sections, it was 
probably beneficial to the inboard sections as indicated by the fact that 
lift coeffici ents were obtai ned on the inboard sections that exceeded 
values obtained in two - dimensional flow (fig . 16) . Also of interest are 
the shapes of the chordwise pressure - distribution diagrams by "rhich the 
various stations produced section lift coefficients which exceeded two -
dimensional maximum lift values . The chordwise pressure distributions 
of stati on ~ = 0 . 30 are similar to those which would be expected from 
b 
trailing- edge suction in that high negat i ve leading- edge pressures and 
unseparated flow near the trailing edge of the section were sustained 
beyond the two-dimensional maximum lift coefficient . The shape of the 
chordwise pressure - distribution diagrams of the root section is suggestive 
of sections having very large amounts of camber . In the case of 
stations gy = 0 .10 and 0 . 30 for the highest angle of attack investigated, 
b 
the shapes of the pressure diagrams are indicative of separated flow ; 
however, the values of the upper - surface pressures varied from values of 
pressure coefficient of approximately - 2 .0 to -1 . 0 rather than the cus -
tomary value of approximately - 0 .5 obtained for two - dimensional sections 
operating in separated flow . Similar chorcwise pressure diagrams have 
been noted on wings having a leading- edge vortex. Probe studies, however, 
ma de duri ng the course of this investi gation failed to substantiate the 
exi stence of a leading-edge vort ex on the subject wing; therefore, these 
r i ses in negative pressure may be associated with the three - dimensional 
effects on a swept wing . 
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Compa r i son of the data presented in figures 3 and 4 shows that 
trailing- edge high-lift devices produced increments in lift coefficient 
r anging from 0 .4 to 0 .5 in the linear lift - coefficient range and from 0 . 25 
to 0 .4 in the maximum lift coefficient) the extended trailing- edge flaps 
produci ng the greatest increments . 
There has been some question f rom time to time regarding the source 
of effect iveness of extended trailing- edge flaps. Inspection of the 
chordwise loadi ngs presented in figure 19 for both split and extended 
trailing - edge flaps at various angl es of attack indicates that the effec-
t i ve ne s s of the extended flap results from i ncreasing the local chord of 
the section and not from increasin g the values of the individual pressures 
of the chord.,ise loading . Comparison of the section lift curves obtained 
for the split and extended trailing - edge - flap configurations (fig. 8) 
indicates that the lift increment that was obtained wi th extended flaps 
results) for the most part) from the increase in lift contributed by the 
i nboard sections and) furthermore) that these increments decreased as 
the end of the flap i s approached so that the increment of lift contrib-
uted by the outboard end of the extended flap is nearly equal to that 
contri buted by the split flap . 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 
From a pressure - distribution investigation of the low-speed lift 
and pitching-moment characteristics of a 450 sweptback ,ling of aspect 
ratio 8 "Ii th and without high- lift and stall- control devices at a 
Reynol ds number of 4 . 0 X 106) t he f ol l owing remarks can be made: 
Although it ioTas not positively established) the results indicate 
that the i nstability of the basic wi ng) which began to occur at a lift 
coeffi c i ent of approximately 0 . 25) was due to flow separation over the 
outer 4 percent of the semispan of the wing . This flow separation was 
not reflected in the lift characteri stics but) owing to the large moment 
arm involved) had s i gnificant effects on the pitching-moment characteristics . 
In the lift - coefficient range beyond a lift coefficient of 0.3 instability 
re s ulted from the inboard spread of flow separation over the outboard 
panel of the .,ing . 
The use of either upper - surface fences or leading-edge flaps improved 
the stability and lift characteristics of the basic wing in the upper 
portion of the lift - coefficient range through the ability of these devices 
to improve the flow characteristics over the outboard panel of the wing. 
For a given lift coefficient the positive trim change that occurred 
when trailing- edge flaps were deflected resulted from a combination of 
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a decrease in loading over the tip sections and a rearward shift in the 
chordwise centers of pressure over the inboard sections of the wing. 
The rearward movement of the centers of pressures over the inboard 
sections that was obtained when trailing- edge flaps were deflected was 
greater for the extended flaps than for split flaps; this movement resulted 
in a trim change that was less positive for the extended flaps than for 
split flaps . 
The increased lift effecti veness of the extended trailing-edge flaps 
was due to the increased chord of the sections spanned by the flaps rather 
than by increasing the indi vidual pressures acting on sections. 
Langley Aeronautical Laboratory, 
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, 
Langley Field, Va. 
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Figure 1 .- Layout of 45 0 sweptback wing equipped with high-lift and stall-
contr ol devices. All dimensions are in inches unless otherwise n oted. 
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Figure 9.- Variations of section center of pressure with lift coefficient 
for the wing with and without stall-control devices installed. 
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Figure 9. - Concluded. 
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Figure 10.- Variation of centers of pressures with lift coefficient for 
the wing with high-lift and stall-control devices installed. 
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Figure 10.- Concluded. 
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Figure 11.- Chordwise pressure distribution of the wing with and without 
stall-control devices installed. 
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Figure 11.- Continued. 
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b (plain wing) . 
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Figure 17.- Span-load distributions on the wing with and without stall-
control devices installed. 
§; 
(") 
~ 
~ 
t:-i ()l 
N 
~ 
0\ 
~ 
(/) 
~ 
H 
(") 
@ 
()l 
VJ 
~ 
(f) 
t-3 
r::1 
o 
b:J 
t:::J 
TEflops L.E.flops Fences 
---- Off On Off 
cz c 
CL c 
'V 05b/2 extended On Off 
o 05b/2 split On Off 
o o.5b/2 split On On 
a:=24.7° 
1!6 
a:: = 16.7 0 
/.2 
8 
x =8.6° 
4 ~ 
a::= 4 .5 0 
a 
b . . I .2 .3 .4 .5 .S .7 .8 .9 1.0 
2y/b 
Figure 18.- Span-load distributions of the wing with high-lift and stall-
control devices deflected. 
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Figure 19 .- Chordwi se pressure distributions of the inboard sections of 
the wing e~uipped with split and ext ended trailing-edge flaps. Wing 
e~uipped with O.45b/2 leading-edge f laps. 
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Figure 19. - Continued. 
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